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Dear Sir or Madam,

Hereafter we would like to give you our Cc.Bents on the subject
Botice of Proposed Rule Making released on February 7, 1995.

1. DertMJUlation of equipaent authorization for personal computers
and personal cOIIputer peripherals

We aqree to your basic policy that sa.e kind of deregulation
..asures are necessary for personal COIIpUters and their peripherals.
As a ..ans to realize this, we have our viewpoint that it is the
best way that all digital devices, including personal computers &
their peripherals, be transferred to 'verification'.

Grounds:

Accordinq to the present FCC rules, ,certification' is required. only
for 'class B personal ce-puters' and 'their peripherals' , while the
other digital devices are SUbject to 'verification'. (OET Bulletin
No.62, OCt 1992)

However, we are aware that recently quite a few processor devices
(such as wordprocesBors) have very si.ai.lar functions as personal
OOBpUters. In addition, increasing n~r of digital devices can
be connected to personal computers and it is getting harder for us
to define 'personal computers' and 'peripherals'.

Nowadays when equipment is widely used as a system, it is not
feasible and seems to be 'out of date' to classify digital devices
into 'certification' and .verification' by whether or not they are
'personal computers and their peripherals'.
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2. In case all digital devices will be subject to the new equipment
authorization process (Declaration of Conformity-DoC) ,

Despite the above 1. of our conunents, if all digital devices are
transferred to the new equipment authorization process, we request
'grandfathering' measures for existing models (digital devices that
are at present SUbject to verification).

3. Compliance labelling for personal computers and peripherals

We agree to your proposal that compliance logo or labelling should
be applied to personal computers and their peripherals to show their
compliance to users. we believe that as the compliance label, the
smallest size of labels is preferable, considering that products are
getting smaller and they usually don't have enough space to bear the
labels. How about introducing the NAFTA common marking (labelling)
like 'CE marking' in Europe? As for the design, simple and easily
legible one is preferable.

However, we cannot agree to your policy that the new compliance
labelling will be applied together with the traditional compliance
statement. Under the existing FCC rules, all equipment subject to
certification, notification, or verification are labelled with
compliance statement. Additionally, as with class A & class B
digital devices and peripherals, the information in the user manual
also shows compliance with the rules (§15.105).

we would like to request that when a new compliance logo or
labelling is introduced, the requirement of the traditional
compliance statement on products (§ 15.19) be repealed. we
believe users will be able to know easily his product compliance
with the new labelling and information in the user manual. For
some peripherals such as interface boards and pointing devices
(mouse) for personal computers, the traditional compliance statement
is a little too large in space.

4. Measurement facilities for compliance testing

As part of the new DoC process, you are proposing to require that
laboratories testing personal computers and personal computer
peripherals be NVLAP accredited. We have objection to this
proposal.
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For years, we have our products (digital devices) tested at our
measurement facilities. They have been filed with FCC by
submitting documentation based on § 2.948. We understand that the
filing with FCC means the testing facilities are properly controlled
and operated. Also, manufacturers are responsible for products of
their brand name. Therefore we suppose the present system is
enough, and it is burdensome for manufacturers to have the filed
measurement facilities accredited by NVLAP with such a huge cost.
Such additional cost will raise product prices for users. We
believe that only commercial test sites should be accredited by
NVLAP.

Cordially yours,

~~~do
Kazuhiro Ando, Manager
Product Safety Division
Canon INC.
3-30-2, Shimomaruko
Ohta-ku, Tokyo 146
Japan
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